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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

1. Claims 1-2,4,6-11, 13-14, 16, 18, 20-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Schrofer U.S. Patent Number 4,682,284 (herein referred to as Schrofer) in 
view of Joshi et al, U.S. Patent Number 5,954,815 (herein referred to as Joshi) in further in view 
of Mitchell et al, U.S. Patent Number 4,841,476 (herein referred to as Mitchell). 

2. Referring to claims 1 and 21 Schrofer has taught a method including: 

in a queue, writing a first object of a plurality of objects to a first location indicated by a 
write pointer (Schrofer column 3 lines 10-15); 

making a qualitative determination whether or not to retain the first object within the 
queue based on the indicated invalidity of the first object (Schrofer column 3 lines 13-32); 

if the qualitative determination is to retain the first object, then advancing the write 
pointer to indicate a second location within the queue into which to write a second object 
(Schrofer column 3 lines 10-32); and 
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if the qualitative determination is not to retain the first object, then maintaining the write 
pointer to indicate the first location within the queue into which to write the second object, so 
that the first object is overwritten by the second object (Schrofer column 3 lines 10-32). 
Schrofer has not explicitly taught where the object stored in the first location was a 
microinstruction. Schrofer has also not taught the plurality of instructions being written to the 
queue as a set of predetermined number of instructions, and the first instruction of the plurality 
of instructions being indicated as invalid on account of being outside a trace of instructions. 
3. Joshi has taught where the object stored in the first location was an instruction and where 
there is a plurality of instructions (Joshi abstract, figure 3, column 4 lines 12-15). Joshi has also 
taught the plurality of instructions being written to the queue as a set of predetermined number of 
instructions (Joshi column 4 lines 7-1 1 and line 51 -column 5 line 16; the number of instructions 
that are received by the queue is determined by how many instructions are dispatched each clock 
cycle, if no instructions are dispatched, then all four instructions are placed in the queue, which 
is known beforehand, or predetermined), and the first instruction of the plurality of instructions 
being indicated as invalid on account of being outside a trace of instructions (Joshi column 7 
lines 1-21; where the instructions that are after the delay instruction are indicated as being 
invalid, since they are outside of a trace of instructions; therefore if the first instruction comes 
after a delay instruction, it would be outside a specified trace, since it comes after a specified 
point, and then is considered to be invalid). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention to combine the teachings taught by Schrofer and Joshi. Both 
teach storing information into entries of a queue. One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention would recognize that instructions could be stored in the queue of Schrofer after the 
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instructions have been fetched from an instruction cache (Joshi figure 3 reference number 50 
column 4 lines 1-1 1). By fetching the maximum number of instructions before they are needed 
every time, which would make the number predetermined, and storing them in a queue allows 
the processor to have quick access to the instructions when it is ready to decode and/or execute 
the instructions. Now, when the processor is ready for the instructions, they are waiting in a 
queue in the processor and do not have to be fetched from some other memory, which delays the 
execution of that instruction. This is known as prefetching, and was a common method in the art 
at the time of the invention. Also, if the system does not want to execute certain instructions, for 
example if they follow a wrong branch prediction, then those instructions should be invalidated 
as taught in Joshi, so that the system does not waste clock cycles and time performing these 
operations. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to combine the teachings taught by Schrofer and Joshi to reduce the access time 
needed to fetch instructions since the instructions are ready and waiting in a queue. 
4. The combination of Schrofer and Joshi has not taught wherein the first instruction 
comprises a first microinstruction. Mitchell has taught wherein the first instruction comprises a 
first microinstruction (Mitchell figure 2, column 4 lines 35-39). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the teachings of the 
combination of Schrofer and Joshi with the teachings of Mitchell. Microinstructions are used in 
many modern computers today, such as RISC systems. By definition, microinstructions are 
derived from a macroinstruction. Therefore, any microinstructions would come from a 
macroinstructions and then decoded, or emulated, into smaller operations or microinstructions. 
Microinstructions need to be stored in queues before, after, and/or during execution, just as any 
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other instruction is stored so that the instructions are easily accessible with quick access time. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of the combination of Schrofer and Joshi with the teachings 
of Mitchell so that the microinstructions can be accessed by various parts of the processor from 
queues with small access times, which reduce the time for execution. 
5. Referring to claim 13 Schrofer has taught an apparatus comprising: 

a queue to buffer a first object propagated from a source to a destination (Schrofer 
column 3 lines 10-15); and 

write logic to make a qualitative determination whether or not to retain the first object 
within the queue (Schrofer column 3 lines 13-16); if the qualitative determination is to retain the 
first instruction, to advance a write pointer to indicate a second location within the queue into 
which to write a second object; and, if the qualitative determination is not to retain the first 
object, to maintain the write pointer to indicate the first location within the queue into which to 
write the second object, so that the first object is overwritten by the second object (Schrofer 
column 3 lines 10-32). 

Schrofer has not explicitly taught where the object stored in the first location was an instruction. 
Schrofer has also not taught the plurality of instructions being written to the queue as a set of 
predetermined number of instructions, and the first instruction of the plurality of instructions 
being indicated as invalid on account of being outside a trace of instructions. 
Joshi has taught where the object stored in the first location was an instruction and where there is 
a plurality of instructions (Joshi abstract, figure 3, column 4 lines 12-15). Joshi has also taught 
the plurality of instructions being written to the queue as a set of predetermined number of 
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instructions (Joshi column 4 lines 7-11 and line 51 -column 5 line 16; the number of instructions 
that are received by the queue is determined by how many instructions are dispatched each clock 
cycle, if no instructions are dispatched, then all four instructions are placed in the queue, which 
is known beforehand, or predetermined), and the first instruction of the plurality of instructions 
being indicated as invalid on account of being outside a trace of instructions (Joshi column 7 
lines 1-21; where the instructions that are after the delay instruction are indicated as being 
invalid, since they are outside of a trace of instructions; therefore if the first instruction comes 
after a delay instruction, it would be outside a specified trace, since it comes after a specified 
point, and then is considered to be invalid). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention to combine the teachings taught by Schrofer and Joshi. Both 
teach storing information into entries of a queue. One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention would recognize that instructions could be stored in the queue of Schrofer after the 
instructions have been fetched from an instruction cache (Joshi figure 3 reference number 50 
column 4 lines 1-1 1). By fetching the maximum number of instructions before they are needed 
every time, which would make the number predetermined, and storing them in a queue allows 
the processor to have quick access to the instructions when it is ready to decode and/or execute 
the instructions. Now, when the processor is ready for the instructions, they are waiting in a 
queue in the processor and do not have to be fetched from some other memory, which delays the 
execution of that instruction. This is known as prefetching, and was a common method in the art 
at the time of the invention. Also, if the system does not want to execute certain instructions, for 
example if they follow a wrong branch prediction, then those instructions should be invalidated 
as taught in Joshi, so that the system does not waste clock cycles and time performing these 
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operations. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to combine the teachings taught by Schrofer and Joshi to reduce the access time 
needed to fetch instructions since the instructions are ready and waiting in a queue. 

6. Referring to claims 2 and 14 Schrofer has taught wherein the qualitative determination 
includes examining a valid bit associated with the first instruction to determine validity of the 
first instruction (Schrofer figure 4 reference numbers 310,315, and 301 column 1 1 lines 16-25), 
making the qualitative determination to retain the first instruction if the valid bit indicates the 
first instruction is being valid, and making the qualitative determination not to retain the first 
instruction if the valid bit indicates the first instruction as being invalid (Schrofer column 3 lines 
10-32). 

7. Referring to claims 4 and 16 the combination of Schrofer and Joshi has taught wherein a 
plurality of instructions are written to the queue in a set of a predetermined number of 
instructions (Joshi column 4 lines 7-1 1 and line 51 -column 5 line 16* the number of instructions 
that are received by the queue is determined by how many instructions are dispatched each clock 
cycle, if no instructions are dispatched, then all four instructions are placed in the queue, which 
is known beforehand, or predetermined), and wherein at least one instruction of the set is 
indicated as being invalid on account of a branch misprediction relating to a branch instruction 
upstream of the at least one instruction in a stream of instructions (Joshi column 6 lines 35-53 
and column 7 lines 1-21). 

8. Referring to claim 9 the combination of Schrofer and Joshi has taught wherein the first 
instruction is received into the queue as part of a set of instructions comprising a first 
predetermined number of instructions and read from the queue to an instruction destination as 
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part of a second set of instructions comprising a second number of instructions (Joshi column 4 
lines 7-1 1 and line 51 -column 5 line 16; the number of instructions that are received by the queue 
is determined by how many instructions are dispatched each clock cycle, if no instructions are 
dispatched, then all four instructions are placed in the queue, and since different instructions are 
dispatched to different execution paths, shown in figure 3 reference numbers 74 and 82, 
instructions in some paths will take longer or shorter amounts of times, depending on the path it 
is in, therefore being part of different sets of instructions when it enters the queue and when it 
leaves the queue). 

9. Referring to claims 10 and 20 Schrofer has taught wherein the first instruction is written 
from a source to a destination, and wherein the queue comprises a first path between source and 
destination, the method including propagating the first instruction from the source to the 
destination via a second path, not including the queue, if the queue is empty (Schrofer column 3 
lines 40-58). 

10. Referring to claim 1 1 Schrofer has taught including selecting between the first and 
second paths to receive the first instruction for propagation to the destination (Schrofer column 3 
lines 40-58). 

1 1 . Referring to claim 22 Schrofer has taught wherein the sequence of instructions cause a 
multiprocessor to perform the step of examining a valid bit associated with the instruction to 
determine validity of the first instruction (Schrofer figure 4 reference numbers 310,315, and 301 
column 1 1 lines 16-25), to make the qualitative determination to retain the first instruction if the 
valid bit indicates the first instruction as being valid, and to make the qualitative determination 
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not to retain the first instruction if the valid bit indicates the first instruction as being invalid 
(Schrofer column 3 lines 10-32).. 

12. Referring to claims 6 and 18 the combination of Schrofer, Joshi, and Mitchell has taught 
wherein the first microinstruction is written to the queue from a microinstruction cache (Mitchell 
figure 2, column 4 lines 35-39). 

13. Referring to claim 7 the combination of Schrofer, Joshi, and Mitchell has taught wherein 
the first microinstruction is part of a trace of microinstructions received from the 
microinstruction cache (Joshi column 4 lines 7-1 1 and line 51-column 5 linel6; Joshi teaches 
that several instructions are dispatched from the cache to the queue, as part of a trace). 

14. Referring to claim 8 the combination of Schrofer, Joshi, Panwar, and Mitchell has taught 
wherein the first instruction is received from an instruction source operating in a first clocking 
domain into the queue and read from the queue to an instruction destination operating in a 
second clocking domain (Schrofer column 9 line 62-column 10 line 15; it is described here 
where the clock signal that writes information into the queue is at a different frequency than the 
clock signal that is used to read information out of the queue). 

15. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the combination 
of Schrofer and Joshi and Mitchell in view ofNemirovsky et al, U.S. Patent Number 6,477,562 
(herein referred to as Nemirovsky). 

16. Referring to claim 12 the combination of Schrofer and Joshi has not taught wherein the 
queue includes a first portion to support a first thread within a multithreaded environment and a 
second portion to support a second thread within the multithreaded environment, and wherein the 
first location into which the first instruction is written is located in the first portion if the first 
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instruction comprises part of the first thread, Nemirovsky has taught wherein the queue includes 
a first portion to support a first thread within a multithreaded environment and a second portion 
to support a second thread within the multithreaded environment, and wherein the first location 
into which the first instruction is written is located in the first portion if the first instruction 
comprises part of the first thread (Nemirovsky column 6 line 65-column 7 line 11; since a single 
queue could be partitioned for separate threads, it would be inherent that if one partition was 
allocated for a particular thread, than an instruction pertaining to that thread would be placed in 
that partition, or portion). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the teachings of the combination of Schrofer and Joshi with the 
teachings of Nemirovsky so that the queue would be partitioned for multithreaded processing. By 
having separate portions or partitions in the queue for different threads allows the scheduler that 
dedicates different resources to the individual threads to easily access the instructions from the 
individual threads. When the scheduler is to send an instruction from thread 2, for example, it 
may go to the first entry from the second portion of the queue to find the next instruction for that 
thread, instead of searching through all the instructions for the next instruction for the second 
thread, which would result in a longer delay. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have separate portions or partitions in the 
queue for individual threads to reduce the amount of time to find and access the next instruction 
to be processed from a particular thread. 

Response to Arguments 
17. Applicant's arguments filed 08/24/04 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 
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18. In the remarks, in regard to the rejections of claims, Applicant argues in essence that: 

"Although Mitchell discloses an instruction cache, which contains microinstructions 
(Mitchell, 4: 35-39), Mitchell fails to disclose or even suggest 'the first microinstruction of the 
plurality of microinstructions being indicated as invalid on account of being outside a trace of 
microinstructions, the trace of microinstructions corresponding to a macroinstruction and 
comprising a sequence of microinstructions', as required by claim 1 . 

Thus, the Applicants submit that a combination of Mitchell and Joshi does not yield the 
first microinstruction of the plurality of microinstructions being indicated as invalid on account 
of being outside a trace of microinstructions", as required by claim 1. Thus, claim 1 and its 
dependent claims 2, 4, and 6-12 are patentable over Schrofer, whether considered separately or 
in combination with Joshi and Mitchell, and should be allowed." 

19. This is not found persuasive. As the Applicant points out, the Office Action shows where 
Joshi has taught "the first instruction of the plurality of instructions being indicated as invalid on 
account of being outside a trace of instructions" (Joshi column 7 lines 1-21), as shown in 
paragraph 3, in the rejections above. Mitchell is relied upon to teach the idea of 
microinstructions. One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would recognize 
that using microinstructions is well known in the art, and that a sequence of microinstructions 
correspond to macro instruct ions. The Modern Dictionary of Electronics, copyright dated in 1988, 
is being submitted as extrinsic evidence, and teach that a microinstruction sequence is known to 
be from the microprogram that executes a macroinstruction. In addition, Mitchell is not called on 
to teach "the first microinstruction of the plurality of microinstructions being indicated as invalid 
on account of being outside a trace of microinstructions", but to teach the concept of 
microinstructions and sequences of microinstructions, which as shown by the Modern Dictionary 
of Electronics, comes from macro instructions. 

20. Applicant is also reminded that, in response to arguments against the references 
individually, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the 
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rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Charles A Harkness whose telephone number is 571-272-4167. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 9Flex. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eddie Chan can be reached on 571-272-4162. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Charles Allen Harkness 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2183 
November 19, 2004 



